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This nmorning we present to you our two studies on
transportation in Virginia. The first study deals with the
al l ocation of funds for highway construction and transit in
Virginia, and the second is a review of the maintenance program
adm ni stered by the Virginia Departnment of Transportation (VDOT).
These studies were directed by the Comm ssion at its Novenber
2000 neeti ng.

As you know, M. Chairman, nearly 20 years ago the
Comm ssi on recommended changes to the highway all ocation fornula
whi ch were adopted by the General Assenbly. These fornulas have
not changed since the JLARC study. However, during this tinme
period dramatic popul ation shifts have occurred in Virginia. The
Commonweal th’ s popul ation in the urban crescent has grown 45
percent conpared to 13 percent for the remainder of the State.
Popul ation in Northern Virginia has increased 67 percent. This
popul ation growth has inpacted the State’s transportati on needs.

It is not surprising, then, that we found the current system
for allocating funds no | onger neets the Commonweal th’s needs and
t hat fundanental changes in the process nmay be warranted. After
reviewing the current allocation process, we have concl uded that
maki ng margi nal or incremental changes will do little to address
t he shortcom ngs identified in our analysis. | would bring your
attention to three key aspects of this finding.

First, the current process for assessing the needs on
Virginia s highways is flawed, and should be abandoned in favor
of a new, nore objective approach. For several years the
Secretary of Transportation and VDOI have argued that the current
needs assessnent approach is little nore than a wsh [ist and
shoul d not be used to determ ne either allocations or the
adequacy of transportation funding. W concur.

Because of its concerns about the needs assessnent process,
VDOT commtted little effort to the nost recent assessnent, and
we found that it is unusable for any systematic analysis. Qur
report proposes a new nethod based on nodel s devel oped for the
states by the Federal H ghway Adm nistration. This new approach
is in use in Indiana and Oregon, and has been validated by the
U S. General Accounting Ofice.

Second, in the current environment of limted resources, it
is nore inportant than ever that highway construction funds be
directed to roads of the highest priority. The current
al | ocation process spreads avail abl e funding across too many road
categories. The end result is that too little funding is
avai l abl e for |arge construction projects of statew de or
regional inportance. Qur report recommends that the primary,



secondary, and urban systens be discontinued and replaced with
fundi ng categories based on whet her roads have statew de,
regi onal, or |ocal use.

The functional classification systemalready in use by VDOT
can serve as the basis for these funding categories. As late as
1992 the General Assenbly expressed concerns about VDOT' s
classification of Virginia s highways and roads in a joint
resol ution requesting a study of highway cl assifications. W
share that concern. Qur report uses the functional
classifications to establish new statew de, regional, and | ocal
funding allocation categories instead of VDOT's ol der, outdated
adm ni strative systens.

Wth the new assessnent of needs and the functionally-based
categories, we found that alnost three-fourths of avail able funds
shoul d be directed to hi ghways of statew de and regional
significance. Sonme heavily traveled roads in the current
secondary and urban systens would be included in the statew de
and regional funding categories. W also recomend that the
repl acenent of bridges be given a higher priority wth the
establ i shment of a dedicated bridge fund.

Qur report proposes that the Commonweal th Transportation
Board be given greater flexibility to allocate funds to projects
in the statewi de allocation category. For roads in the regional
category, we found that an allocation formul a based on registered
vehi cl es nost cl osely approxi mates hi ghway needs in the regions
and shoul d be used to set the regional allocation. W also found
t hat drawi ng new geographic areas would i nprove the allocation of
funds. The Governor’s Conm ssion on Transportation Policy,
chaired by M. Kenneth Klinge, found that the current VDOT
districts were outdated and not related to any transportation
purpose. W agree. Qur report proposes new regions for funding
based on the areas of the three major netropolitan planning
organi zati ons and the Commonweal th’s other major transportation
corridors.

Qur analysis indicates that funding for | ocal roads should
be allocated by a fornmul a based on centerline mles of road and
t he nunber of registered vehicles in each county, city, and town.
We al so recommend that funding for |local roads in counties be
conbi ned with unpaved road funds to give boards of supervisors
nore flexibility in addressing | ocal priorities.

Third, we found that the Virginia Transportation Act, passed
in the 2001 Session, limts the authority of the Conmonweal th
Transportation Board and makes the progranm ng of funds for
projects nore difficult. On one hand, the |egislature’'s
frustration with the departnment’s apparent inability to nove
forward with priority projects was justified. The VTA has
provi ded nuch needed funding for construction projects. On the
ot her hand, the VTA adds conplexity to the funding of projects.
The Secretary of Transportation, sonme nenbers of the Conmonweal th
Transportation Board, and |local officials have said that the VTA
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makes it difficult for the board to carry out its statutory
responsibilities and for the departnment to allocate funds to
projects. W agree.

Qur report recomends that the CGeneral Assenbly revisit its
role in the allocation of highway construction funds and take a
nore | ong-term approach to influencing project allocations by
reserving for itself appointnent of the existing five at-1large
menbers of the Commonweal th Transportation Board. This and the
ot her proposals in the report are all designed to ensure that
avai | abl e funds for highway construction are directed to the
hi ghest priorities.

Now, M. Chairman, | would like to make a few comments about
the report on highway mai ntenance. |In directing the staff to
conpl ete the mai ntenance study the Conm ssion asked specifically
that we | ook at the adequacy of resources and the status of
VDOT" s use of asset managenent. As a first step in addressing
t he question of the adequacy of resources, we used VDOT data on
pavenents and bridges to exam ne the condition of Virginia's
hi ghways. We found that interstate and primary hi ghways are
generally in good condition, but about 20 percent of the
pavenents in these two major systens are deficient. The cost to
address these current deficiencies is estimated to be at |east
$105 mllion, or nore than tw ce the annual anmount that VDOT
currently spends on pavenents.

We al so found in an anal ysis of bridges that 40 percent of
the bridges maintained by VDOT are in need of nmaintenance or
rehabilitation. The cost to address these bridge repair needs
could be as high as $1.5 billion. Obviously, VDOT cannot address
all of these maintenance needs in a single year, and certainly,
the costs for maintenance will |ikely always outpace avail abl e
funding. However, the costs for current maintenance needs in
pavenents and bridges point to the need for the Commonweal th
Transportation Board to reassess the adequacy of mai ntenance
fundi ng over the long term

As you know, State |aw requires nai ntenance to be funded as
the first priority. But given maintenance needs on hi ghways and
bridges, it appears that current maintenance funding nmay be

constrained. |In addition, |evel funding of the maintenance
program over the next four years as proposed in the six-year plan
al so appears unrealistic. In fact, maintenance funding for the

period through fiscal year 2007 may be understated by as nuch as
$670 mllion. Since actual spending for maintenance in those
years wll likely keep pace with prior years, this
unrealistically overstates the funding that will be available for
t he construction program

In addition, the asset managenent approach proposed for
VDOT" s own nai nt enance program has not been inpl enmented because
of delays in the automated systens needed to support it.
Unfortunately, VDOT has already abandoned its old systemfor
measuri ng mai nt enance productivity, so nowit is left without a
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systematic way of assessing either statew de needs or
acconpl i shnments. The departnment’s highest priority with regard
to the mai ntenance program should be on full inplenentation of
asset managenent so that it can properly fund and maintain the
Commonweal th’ s growi ng system of hi ghways.

In conclusion, M. Chairman, the nessage in these two
reports is this: Gven the [imted resources for transportation
progranms, it is essential that the State redirect its funding

where it achieves the greatest benefit. 1In the construction
program this neans allocating nore funds for hi ghways and
bri dges of statew de and regional significance. |In the

mai nt enance program it means putting in place the nanagenent
tools necessary to protect the Comopnweal th's investnent in
hi ghways and ensuring that adequate funding is provided to do the
j ob.
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